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Its undoubted merits notwithstanding, the Tntesean hymnal remains 
largely unknown. In the present paper we shall seek to place it in the con- 
text of the sister hymnals that preceded and immediately succeeded its 
compilation, and briefly describe and evaluate some of the reactions it has 
evoked in the decades since its publication. 


1. An outline of the history of the Tntesean hymnal 


For the following account we draw in the first instance on the bio- 
graphical information found in Fr. Aristakés Hisarlean’s History (1914)', 
T‘éodik’s Tip u taf (1912), as well as on Tntesean’s own accounts’. 


i S, ZPUULSPT CULL, U Mununine fd þh Luy àumjhugpn fð kuh EL hkhuugpn fè hip Epud fiom 
mqqujing 1768-1909 [History of Armenian musical notation and biographies of Armenian 
musicians, 1768-1909], Constantinople, 1914, esp. p. 106-115. 

7 (ebNTP4 (pseudonym for kngnpnu Luhshhfkul), Shu ne Sun [Press and Letter], 
Constantinople, 1912, p. 104-105. I thank the musicologist Aram Kerovpyan for kindly 
drawing my attention to this source. 

3 SUSBULULL, b. U., vhupughp bpqng Zujuumubbwygu U. Chbqkguny = Nkaragir 
ergoc‘ Hayastaneayc‘s Surb Eketec‘woy [The character of the chants of the Holy Armenian 
Church], Constantinople, 1874, henceforth referred to in the abbreviated, transliterated 
form Nkaragir ergoc‘; see particularly p. 105-114. 

Nkaragir ergoc‘ is the most substantial contribution to Armenian musicology known 
to the present writer. And, far from having been superseded by any more recent endeav- 
ours, it has retained its value to the present day — as well as overshadowing the handful 
of previous attempts. These include, inter alia, Athanasius Kircher’s Musurgia Univer- 
salis (published in Rome in 1650, and with just a single page devoted to Armenian music), 
Johannes Schréder’s Thesaurus Linguae Armenicae (published in Amsterdam in 1711 — 
with p. 243-248 devoted to the Armenian octoechos and neumes), Grigor Gapasak‘alean’s 
intriguing (and for Tntesean and his contemporaries, rather baffling) Grk‘oyk or koč‘i Nuaga- 
ran (published in 1794, and followed by further volumes in 1803), Fr. Anton Iwé‘gartaSean’s 
monumental manuscript textbook of music, Matean Erazstakanut‘ean, completed in Trieste 
in 1801 (largely drawing on Kircher, but with some valuable original sections), a brief 
but excellent section in Charles Villoteau’s Etat moderne. De I’ état actuel de l’art musi- 
cal en Egypte (Vol. XIV of Description de l'Égypte, 2nd ed., Paris 1826, p. 324-359), 
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Etia M. Tntesean was born in Constantinople in 1834, was educated 
locally, studying church music as well as being apprenticed with a well- 
known local printer’s. Throughout his life he combined the life of a church 
musician and teacher with that of a printer. In 1860 he was invited to col- 
laborate with the distinguished church musician, Gabriél Eranean (1827- 
1862), who had notated Armenian hymns in LimOnéean notation*, which 
Tntesean then converted (yetasrjel) into Western notation — and the result 
was checked by their colleague, Simon Minééean°. Some “two-fifths” of 


and Fr. Minas BZ8kean’s monograph of 1815 (Erazstut‘iwn, ed. Kerovpyan, A., Yerevan, 
1997, and until recently an unpublished manuscript). Incidentally, with the exception of 
Gapasak‘alean’s published volumes (referred to on p. 56 of Nkaragir ergoc‘), there is 
no evidence to suggest that Tntesean may have been aware of the above works. Tntesean 
was far more pragmatic, lucid and scientifically-minded than earlier writers, yet devoid of 
the arrogance and dogmatism of later writers. 

4 Between the years 1813 and 1815, Hambarjum Limonéean (1768-1839) presented a 
new Armenian system of musical notation, which employed — and re-defined — some 
of the symbols associated with the mediaeval neumes. Each symbol now corresponded to 
a single note: the system was “aneumatic”’, and involved an important element of solmi- 
zation — that is, for paedagogical reasons each note of the scale was associated with a 
distinct syllable of its own. In this regard, the system has much in common with the Greek 
“Lesbian” system (see Lesbios, G., Eisagdgé eis to theoretikon kai praktikon tés mousikés 
technés tou lesbiou systématos, Athens, 1840), or to the Western “tonic sol-fa” system; and 
it is unsurprising that, some decades later, Elia Tntesean would write (Nkaragir ergoc’, 
p. 86): “the system of notation was borrowed from the European system, the names from 
the Turkish and the shapes from the Armenian” (Unjhi duty fiw fipeltpm qpmph op tapout ik 
unfintwd E Ulin bihikpp pmpful fk Fi àkıkpp huhuhuh hh þpwqkpkh:). A tilde served 
to raise the pitch of a note (usually by a semitone), short appendages added at the bottom 
left of each symbol served to signify higher octaves, and underlines denoted lower octaves. 
Rhythm and durations were shown using a system of various dots, although this aspect 
of the system attained maturity somewhat later, and is largely attributed to Hambarjum’s 
pupil, Aristakés Yovhannisean (1812-1878). The notational system appears to have been 
created in collaboration with the Mekhitarist Father, Minas Bžškean (1777-1851), but is 
generally known as the Limonéean system. Nikotayos A. T‘aSéean ({®UTAGUU8, U. U., 
‘huuug ppp bhbqbguljuh du phurgp fob 2uyny [Textbook of Armenian Church Musical 
Notation], VatarSapat, 1874), Fr. Eznik Erznkeanc‘ (bf QU4bUU8, baqfhl ‘PhGy., Fuuuqhpf 
Żujhjuhļuli ådwjhuqpnpkuhl [Textbook of Armenian Musical Notation], VatarSapat, 1880) 
and, more recently, Aram Kerovpyan (Kerovpyan, A., Manuel de Notation musicale armé- 
nienne moderne, Musica Mediævalis Europæ Orientalis, No. 2, Tützing, 2001) have all 
published textbooks for those wishing to learn the Limōnčean system. 

5 Nkaragir ergoc‘ p- 8: funp wju kpop muphhikpu' fimfo ful qhpumnuwpulhnphh 
Żujhwluh F-Guphg, N. upp bey Gpufkut Epmdpemp eee unu guphkg dkq np fp him 
pohkpmpkuip' Ehkqtgulmh Epgkpp kipnywljw hi kpudcmuljub þpuqkpn qpbpne hnpåh poktt. 
kt npyku qh kquhkuhug huqûnpkubp jkpuj fijen ghþungnrphrhihikp pak ny! kipnywljw h 
ļuhnhiug juplmpgfky p nfrp ho ELL™)> npnckg Gt np pare fimo powgbpp tp qpkp hull 
Puqkpn, ka ukf my, kipnywhw hih lp jinucpgkhlif quinff, dkp qbwnymppribkph mL 


miky gpaky ny. ki wyu ophimlGkpp Ehkykgulwh Engng hiinin Upabtkm oi N. Upilofiff [nik 
wy |p hwummnnp [sic]: Little is known about Simon Minééean, other than that he studied 
with his namesake Yovhannés Minééean, who, according to Tntesean (Nkaragir ergoc’, 
p. 122), died in 1842 at the age of forty-seven. 
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the Armenian Hymnal were thus transcribed into Western notation, but 
this collaboration was interrupted when in 1862 Tntesean went away for 
a year to teach in the city of Hajin® in Cilicia. During Tntesean’s absence 
Eranean unexpectedly died; and upon his return to Constantinople, Tnte- 
sean found that the greater part of his transcriptions (left with Eranean) 
had disappeared’. After some hesitation, and stimulated by the publica- 
tion of Armenian church hymns, transcribed in Venice in Western musical 
notation by Pietro Bianchini in 18628, Tntesean proceeded to publish his 
own Bovandakut‘iwn nuagac‘ in 1864 — a twelve-page booklet’, which, 
following a brief introduction, provided specimens in Western musical 
notation of whole stanzas and shorter fragments of Armenian hymns 
together with their incipits, associated with the eight modes and their 
auxiliary versions known as darjuack‘. This resulted in public polemics and 
a newspaper correspondence initiated by his main rival, Nikotos T‘aščean 


® The name of this city is written as Żufiph, (Hacan), and it is currently called Saimbeyli. 
I am grateful to Jacob Olley for this information. 

7 This must have driven home the fact that any manuscripts not published were liable 
ultimately to perish, at a time when Constantinople was notorious for its catastrophic fires, 
the prevailing atmosphere of rivalry and secrecy amongst her Armenian church musicians, 
coupled with disdain amongst many families towards the profession of music, and incre- 
asingly, aggresive censorship and open hostility on the part of the Ottoman authorities 
towards Armenian citizens. The fortunes of the Eranean/Tntesean transcriptions are remi- 
niscent of the fate of an earlier hymnal transcribed by Limonéean himself, whose unfinished 
transcription (he is believed to have reached the Cantemus for the First Day of Easter, Aysor 
yareaw) had likewise mysteriously perished by Tntesean’s time (as reported in Nkaragir 
ergoc’, p. 123). This partly accounts for the fierce competition between Constantinople 
church musicians: the version to be adopted by the Patriarchal Committee and approved 
would be the only one likely to be published, whilst all others were doomed to perish sooner 
or later. 

8 Whilst this publication has not been accessible to us, some of its contents may have 
been included in the slightly later volume (1877) published by the Venetian Fathers, of 
which the first part was devoted to the Missal of the Armenian Church, with the second 
part reproducing the selection of hymns already published previously and commented upon by 
Tntesean: Les chants litur giques de l’église arménienne, Bianchini, Pietro (Ed.), Venice 1877. 
For further details on recent research on Bianchini, see Utidjian, H., “Les Pères mékhitaristes 
vénitiens et la musique sacrée arménienne: les grandes figures et leur héritage”, Chapter 10 
in Jubilé de l’Ordre des Pères mékhitaristes — Tricenteneaire de la maison mère, l’Abbaye 
de Saint-Lazare 1717-2017, Ed. Outtier, B. and Yevadian, M. K., Sources d’Arménie, Lyon, 
2017, p. 145-155. 

9 SUSBUBULL, b. U., Prf ubpuhn fò hh haw qug Zujuumubbwyge U. Gybqbguy — 
Bovandakut‘iwn nuagac‘ Hayastaneayc‘s Surb Eketec‘woy [Content of the music of the 
Holy Armenian Church], Constantinople, 1864. This slim booklet is exceedingly rare, 
and the author is aware of only a single exemplar in existence (in Vienna, where he was 
able to inspect it), although it was republished by Tntesean’s son Lewon as an appendix 
to 2nd ed. of Nkaragir ergoc‘, Constantinople 1933. We henceforth refer to the booklet 
as Bovandakut‘iwn nuagac’. 
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(1841-1885), which is a most useful source of information, not least as 
Tntesean, in responding to T‘aščean’s criticisms, was able further to clar- 
ify his own procedures. Tntesean also spent periods in Jerusalem and East- 
ern Armenia, taking note of local practice and hymn variants in use there. 
In 1873 he was invited to join the Patriarchal Musical Committee formed 
in Constantinople with a view to compiling and approving a musically- 
notated hymnal. The ideas of Aristakés Yovhannisean (1812-1878 — one 
of Hambarjum Limonéean’s former pupils) were ruled out of court, as he 
insisted that all hymns — including prose settings — ought to be re-arranged 
as verse with a regular metre. A version notated by Habarjum C‘éré‘ean 
(1828-1901), based on melodies sung by Tirac‘u Karapet Paltatlean'? 
(1817-1903) and sponsored by Amira Karapet Palean, was also briefly 
considered, but was deemed to have purported to “correct” some tradi- 
tional melodies on the basis of Turkish Ottoman models!!, and likewise 
rejected’. It was thus Tntesean’s own manuscript that was adopted by 
the Committee for further examination and discussion. It also appears that 
Tntesean’s hymnal was the only complete version submitted to the Com- 
mittee!?. In 1874 he published Nkaragir ergoc‘, his collection of musi- 
cological essays, mostly reproduced from various journals and newspapers 
but also including more recent articles, and covering Tntesean’s research 
on neumatology, modality, history and performance practice (as well as 
reproducing part of the public correspondence between T‘aščean and 


10 Also known as Karapet Derjakean. 

11 A criticism repeated some decades later by Archimandrite Komitas, this remains 
obscure — see Tntesean’s Nkaragir ergoc’, p. 100, footnote 1: ihmfigquidwyf’ biyyku hp 
ficdwpnih, dwyfmgpnyp fhs pk cun jJulinnqh hnpåkp puð E dkp Eq Gkpp mmf ml ipo 
kpwy uppwgpkyn: Komitas quoted Tntesean’s statement and added “the present writer is 
in agreement with this view, having seen important extracts from his notebook. These 
allow us ... to confirm Tntesean’s view” — see KOMITAS (transl. Gulbekian), Armenian 
sacred and folk music, Curzon, 1998, p. 171-172 (the English translation of an article by 
Komitas published in the journal Ararat in Ejmiacin in 1897, p. 221-225). Might “cor- 
rection on the basis of” Turkish or, for that matter, Greek music mean rhythmic modifi- 
cation, the deployment of different scales, microtones, or the adoption of actual melodic 
formulae? 

12 A manuscript hymnal from C*éré‘ean’s later years, dated 1885, is now extant, but 
may well be a different work. It is this manuscript that is usually referred to as “the C‘éré‘ean 
hymnal”. 

13 Tntesean never cites this as the reason why his version was adopted by the Com- 
mittee, but his son Lewon mentions the fact in his preface (zekuc‘um) to the posthumously 
published hymnal of his father: vajhi Buldfudaym|p Eplwp Upoupmbnrppitkpk Eps, 
I npnck wpykh pul yunpuun qulining dy fmgp km, dbnughpltpp uppugpky ki quinfif 
Yurkpmghky. fulh np fkplwyugnims åknuqhphkpn h dko dhul wdpny puluh Ei humnupku] 
wcjvwnniphhip Gypu Sfinkukwfh dy fmgpmdt kp, hknkrupup Bulatudnyn|p pepeg ity ny 
mj} àknuqhpp lp pouch wcjvunnni pkul... 
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himself). Herein we may find the most detailed and illuminating descrip- 
tion of his redactorial procedures. 

Meanwhile Tntesean’s rival (and Committee colleague) T‘aščean pro- 
ceeded to Ejmiacin, informing the Committee that he had been invited 
to teach there. In fact he had been invited to Ejmiacin by the Catholicos 
Géorg IV (1813-1882), himself a former Constantinople Patriarch and church 
musician, to transcribe the melodies of the hymnal as sung by Karapet 
Pattatlean — who had previously sung the hymn melodies included in 
C‘éré‘ean’s first hymnal, deemed to be excessively Ottoman-influenced 
by the Committee. Aristakés Yovhannisean had been originally invited 


XxX 


but had declined, citing his age, so the Catholicos invited the pair T‘aščean 
and Paltatlean instead, asking the former to transcribe what the latter sang. 
T‘aščean did initially collaborate with Pattatlean, but as the latter soon 
left in anger, upon discovering that T‘aščean did not notate what he sang 
precisely (apparently giving precedence to melodies sung by the Catholicos 
himself), the work had to continue with Bishop Vahram Mankuni singing 
instead of Pattatlean'*. T‘aščean, assisted by the young Makar Ekmalian!> 
and other pupils, and closely supervised by the Catholicos, thus transcribed, 
unbeknownst to the Constantinople Patriarchal Musical Committee, a ver- 
sion of the Hymnal different from the Tntesean version adopted by the 
Committee as its working version. The Catholicos, having apparently been 
misinformed that the Constantinople Musical Committee had long since 
been disbanded, proceeded to publish this hymnal in VatarSapat in 1875'°; 


14 See Hisarlean, op. cit., p. 77. The above account follows the traditional narrative of 
events. However, recent unpublished work by the musicologist Aram Kerovpyan, who has 
gained access to some of T‘aščean’s correspondence preserved in Paris’ Nuparean Library, 
suggests that the role of Pattatlean was considerably greater: Pattatlean’s sojourn in Ejmiacin 
was longer than has hitherto been assumed; and T‘aSéean was repeatedly frustrated by the 
editorial role of Mankuni, who (perhaps under the influence of the Catholicos, who was 
himself a former Constantinopolitan and an old friend of Pattatlean’s) often gave preference 
to Paltatlean’s versions, sometimes reverting to these even after T*aScean had corrected the 
proofs. Nonetheless, it appears that after publication of the hymnal, T‘a8¢ean was eager 
to promote it, not least when, after the passing of the Catholicos, a group of local clergy 
attempted to initiate the compilation of a new version. I am indebted to Dr. Kerovpyan for 
sharing his very recent findings. Fuller details may be found in his forthcoming monograph, 
Quyi Jubununnj. bh bqkgulputs kpudynn fò kuh pupilupl ap Af. ypupnt [bp9urnpn fð kuk 
[The voice in the wilderness: the reform of Church music at the end of the 19th century], 
Association Akn. 

15 Makar Ekmalian (1856-1905) later achieved very considerable distinction as a musi- 
cian, composer and teacher. His harmonisation of the Armenian Divine Liturgy is still that 
in use in most Armenian churches throughout the globe. 

© QUBLUGPEUL CUCUYUL ŻNLEPAC bLAN8 [Notated Hymnal of Spirit- 
ual Chants], T‘aščean, N. (Ed.), Vałaršapat, 1875; referred to henceforth as the T‘aščean 
hymnal. 
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this was soon followed by a musically-notated Breviary!’ (1877) and 
Missal!® (1878). The wishes and indeed orders of the Catholicos notwith- 
standing, these versions never gained acceptance by Constantinopolitan 
musicians. 

In 1877 Tntesean was also appointed choirmaster of the Constantinople 
churches of Kadıköy and Galata, whilst continuing his activities as printer 
and publisher.'? The second and final blow was Tntesean’s arrest for trea- 
son under the Sultan’s censorship regulations in early 1881, on the grounds 
that he had published an Armenian song-book in the previous year, alleg- 
edly containing items with excessively patriotic texts. He died on 23 April 
1881, leaving the manuscript of his hymnal unpublished. Until recently, 
it was thought that he died in prison, but in fact though he was still under 
arrest, he died in the prison hospital, *° having contracted typhoid fever?! 
whilst in prison. 


7 EPP QUELUGLEULF P PUUUILNS ZU8UUSU.LEU88 U. GYbLE8hNS 
[Notated chants from the Breviary of the Holy Armenian Church], VatarSapat, 1877; 
referred to henceforth as the VatarSapat breviary. 

8 QUELUDPEUL EP O-E8NLNREPRUF UPPNS QDUSUL UP [Notated chants of 
the Divine Liturgy], VatarSapat, second impression, 1878; referred to henceforth as the 
VatarSapat missal. 

19 Indeed, it is in the same year that he published a selection of neumated hymns as a 
paedagogical aid: Quipdmféfih duyhuinp dutty — Varzut‘iwn jaynawor mankanc* 
[Exercise for vocally-endowed children], Constantinople 1877; the volume is interesting 
not merely for his particular selection, but primarily for its neumations. In our view, they 
serve as a witness to Tntesean’s attempts to simplify and systematize the neumations, so 
that they could serve as a more consistent and reliable guide in performance. 

20 I thank the Rev. Archpriest Krikor Damadyan, who serves as pastor at the Church of 
the Holy King (Surb T‘agawor) in Kadıköy (where Tntesean himself had served as Director 
of Music) for mentioning to me that Tntesean did not die in prison, and Dr. Aram Kerovpyan 
for providing me with the source where this is mentioned. It is the 8 /ryuunu lupus — Yiša- 
takaran [Memorial Book] by Vahan G. Zardarean, Vol. 2, Constantinople 1911, p. 343-352; 
the passage deserves to be quoted and translated in full: Gnunlukwy pwfinmplmpkak jkuny, 
pigh Shmnkukuh pun wynnn Upfnynpinkh pr fuinpms' du finmink link hp upp nL 
hu tun} kquð uqwcnofiwlw h ghinrdhkpn npykuqh thn fowyparh Uqquypo Zprwfuling, 
mpkyp SELLY Ei lp hnjpugpkh qhotp Uky pn full Fufinh hhunfipmfingp, mp fhs opkG 1881 
Uuphy 23-h6 hp Hsk hp fkpopG cmfyp (“After three months of imprisonment, poor Tntesean, 
being poisoned by the dirty prison atmosphere, contracts typhoid fever, and despite formal 
applications to be transported to the National Hospital [The Armenian Surb P‘rkic (‘Holy 
Saviour’ Hospital)] this is not made possible, and they transfer him to the Central Prison 
hospital, where in a few days — on 23 April 1881 — he breathes his last”), p. 343-352. 

Alas, all efforts to locate Tntesean’s grave have been unavailing, and the fact may be 
related to the circumstances of his death. Nor has it been possible to trace any members 
of the family; Dr. Kerovpyan has undertaken an exhaustive but fruitless search, including 
poring over cemetery records, in a bid to establish who paid the annual dues related to the 
grave of Tntesean’s son Lewon (of which the location is indeed known). 

21 We have ascertained the accuracy of our rendering of the word dufimummk li, — žan- 
tatend, by referring to the volume A/otjabanut‘iwn [Health Manual] by the great Paris-trained 
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The manuscript (presumably in a fair copy incorporating the corrections 
made by the Committee, as well as further corrections made by Tntesean 
himself in the same spirit?*) was safely kept by his son Lewon, who also 
preserved the minutes of the forty-eight sessions of the Patriarchal Musical 
Committee”. The latter were later taken to Jerusalem, at the request of the 
Armenian Patriarch of Jerusalem, Archbishop T‘orgom GuSakean”*, and 
were recently discovered by the musicologist Aram Kerovpyan. Further- 
more, the minutes of the Patriarchal Council, to which the Musical Com- 
mittee was answerable, were recently located at the Armenian Patriarchate 
in Constantinople by the present writer, during his recent research trip 
to Istanbul.” Both these documentary sources confirm the veracity of 
the above account but also allow a more graphic and nuanced narrative, 
as well as providing glimpses of the personalities of its main actors.”° 


physician, scientist and scholar, Nazarét* Tatawarean (1862-1915), published in Constan- 

tinople in 1898, p. 421, where the word has been rendered as “Fièvre Typhoide”. 

» Lewon Tntesean continues in his preface to his father’s hymnal: ...hbinkunpup 
Buldfudnyn|p pepmglkym| wj} àknuqhpp lp pouch ppl ucbunntpkmt Fi 48 fipunp 
dko (ap lp kik kplan muph, 22 Uyphy 1873-25 Uuph 1875) quyf hunnu wn hunnniwd 
hp FAGE, bp puqpunk ki lp uppuqpk qpkpk Cupw lth uipnygmpkul Ukdmqnyl dmwup, pul 
dhiugku] duff hump linji hhåkpnli puj Shinkukuh bp cupnrhiuljk qnpôhh wupnulhwh 
wcluunnniphilip: 

2 Lewon Tntesean, op. cit.: Unjl 48 fifunkpol mnkfimgpmppritkpp unipny gnipkunip 
ymhniwds af pai fn: 

2% The author is most grateful to Dr. Aram Kerovpyan for sharing this information with 
him. 

25 The author is profoundly indebted to the Rev. Archpriest Krikor Damadyan, the 
archivist of the Armenian Patriarchate of Constantinople as well as Pastor to the Church 
of the Holy King in Kadıköy, for his invaluable and generous assistance. 

26 The two aforementioned documentary sources in question are the following: 

i, Upèubugpn fè ftp bpud sunt 8 ubàbu fun dph 1873 any py 22 h Q mpu fòu [Records 
of the Musical Committee, in Galata]; these records (or, more properly, minutes) cover 
the sessions in the period 22 April 1873 22 August 1875. (It should, however, be noted, 
that the dates refer to the old calendar, and that thirteen days have to be added to bring 
up the dates in line with the current calendar; thus, for example, 11 April according to 
the old calendar is 24 April according to the new.) Dr. Kerovypan is preparing their 
annotated transcription and analysis for publication, and has generously made available 
photographs of the documents to the author. Happily, the minutes contain considerable 
technical detail, exposing some of the issues that concerned the Committee at the time, 
revealing aspects of their mindset, as well as including some brief fragments in Limonéean 
notation. 

2: Umnkiugpn f hih p Ugy- [uhi] Ņbypniuljuk quips fð kuk Ņpobuluh dnqnfnj [Minutes 
of the National Central Executive Religious Assembly]; these are the minutes of the 
sessions of the National Religious Assembly of the Armenian Patriarchate of Constan- 
tinople, and include copies of ingoing and outgoing correspondence, embracing the 
period 29 April 1873 — 24 September 1874 (again according to the old calendar). The 
present author is currently preparing their publication as part of an article for the annual 
Parrésia, including a transcription, English translation and commentary (see below). 
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The hymnal was published in 1934 by Tntesean’s son Lewon in Istanbul 
(the former Constantinople)”, as a tribute to his late father on the occa- 
sion of the one hundredth anniversary of his birth. In 1933 Lewon also 
published a new edition of Nkaragir ergoc‘ — a republication of the 1874 
edition with minor orthographic modifications, and incorporating, as an 
appendix, the whole of the 1864 booklet, Bovandakut‘iwn nuagac‘ — 
as well as his father’s hitherto unpublished textbook of music, Tarerk‘ 
eražštut‘ean”. 

Lewon, not a musician himself, had recourse to Fr. Psak Step‘anean 
(whose portrait, reproduced herewith as Fig. 1%, now hangs on the wall 
at the Constantinopolitan church of the Holy King, where Tntesean him- 
self had served as Director of Music, decades before Fr. Psak himself 
did) to prepare his late father’s manuscript for publication. The exact 
nature and extent of Fr. Psak’s editorial role are not clear. Be that as it 
may, Lewon and Fr. Psak have done musicology an inestimable service 
for preserving the hymnal from oblivion. 


From these minutes we note particular details, such as the fact that the Assembly was 
uncertain about the status and authority of the Committee after the membership of the 
latter had dwindled; that the Assembly was torn between its esteem for the Musical 
Committee and the authority of the Catholicos of All Armenians, who had evidently 
already initiated and overseen the first stages of the publication of a rival hymnal; and 
that Aristakēs Yovhannisean was evidently held in such high esteem by the Assembly 
that his criticisms, corrections and specimen transcriptions were all duly sent to Cathol- 
icos Gēorg IV in Ejmiacin, and Yovhannisean’s position was weakened only upon the 
Catholicos’ rejection of his versions (on the grounds that they deviated from accepted 
tradition). Indeed, it is interesting to note that it also emerges from the Committee’s 
minutes that Yovhannisean’s views on metre were not rejected on the grounds that they 
might be incorrect and historically invalid (although it is conceivable that members 
may indeed have taken this view but refrained from voicing it, out of respect for the 
elderly and venerable Yovhannisean, who had been highly distinguished by the Sultan 
himself), but that their application would constitute too great a departure from accepted 
practice, and result in popular opposition to the transcriptions to be redacted and 
approved by the Committee. Finally, it is noteworthy that the Assembly minutes contain 
hints that may well prove sufficient to enable us to locate Yovhannisean’s specimen 
transcriptions, whereupon it may become possible to comprehend precisely what his 
own convictions regarding metre may have entailed. For further details, see Utidjian, H., 
“Some recently discovered documents appertaining to the the Armenian Patriarchate’s 
National Religious Assembly in Constantinople and the Tntesean Hymnal” (forthcom- 
ing). 
7 FUPUGUY QU8LUGPbUL — Sarakan Jaynagreal [Notated Hymnal], chp. Gypu 
U. Shmkukuh, Istanbul, 1934, referred to henceforth as the Tntesean hymnal. 
28 SLStUtUL, b. U., Suplpp bpudyinn fo kut — Tarerk‘ Eražštut‘ean [Elements of 
Music], Istanbul, 1933. 
2 The author is again indebted to the Rev. Archpriest Krikor Damadyan for his kind- 
ness in providing the image reproduced herewith. 
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Fig. 1. 
Fr. Psak (born Sargis) Step‘anean (1878-1957). 


2. Precursors and the aftermath 


The purpose of the present section is to place the Tntesean hymnal 
in the chronological context of some other hymnals transcribed in the 
Limonéean system, and also to explain why the study of Tntesean’s hym- 
nal is urgent and overdue. 


2.1 Tntesean’s predecessors and successors 


We know of three versions that might reasonably lay claim to being 
older than Tntesean’s: 


1. The existence of a version transcribed by Limonéean himself in his 
own notational system is mentioned in some sources. It was believed to 
have reached as far as the Cantemus of Easter Day, and would thus have 
included approximately one-third of the hymns that belong to the Canoni- 
cal hymnal. But it remained incomplete upon his death, and was already 
reported as being lost in the nineteenth century. However, in writing in his 
Nkaragir ergoc‘ that “almost no hymn transcriptions remain” (in contrast 
to Limōnčean’s transcriptions or compositions of odes and other pieces) 
Tntesean himself indirectly suggests that something may have remained.*” 


30 See Nkaragir ergoc‘, p. 123: Cun mu fink} ny nimlig’ dknfimphms k uw jPunnl] punmp 
h muhi fupnwpuy kin *phqap Uthpoyp Nu kuh’ dy fp kyo cmpulwfih Epqkpp fp 
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Fig. 2. 
Colophon of manuscript hymnal in a primitive version of Limonéean notation. 


Now the author has succeeded in locating in Istanbul an early manuscript 
of Armenian hymns in a primitive version of the Limonéean notation, 
and part of which a later colophon (reproduced as Fig. 2, herewith) even 
attributes to the hand of Limonéean himself; and indeed, the nature of the 
notation (which includes such tell-tale signs as various symbols mentioned 
in BzSkean’s 1815 monograph not found in more recent transcriptions). 
The fact that it lacks some signs indicating rhythm and includes some %+Q 
examples notated idiosyncratically does indeed testify to its antiquity, sug- 
gesting that the part attributed to LimOnéean’s hand does indeed substan- 
tially predate Tntesean’s hymnal, irrespective of the accuracy or otherwise 
of the attribution. However, the hymnal itself is rather small, only slightly 
exceeding 150 pages in length (and the portion attributed to Limonéean 
himself is slightly smaller still), and thus only a handful of hymns (and in 
some cases only one or two stanzas thereof) are included. A number of the 


himpwd fap fugqkpm|p, puyg uhhqpkh dhish Qunhh Ophimphop hpgkp k cupocimyky, ke 
myfyunpi wy ykuny hnpunikp k: Pip qpmppribkpkG purmlwt Vkqkghhkp, Swqkp ke mphe 
Epqkp Gu tfmgmsd, npng dkh dwuhl EqwGmhGkpp frp joppimdsh kG, puyg cupmlwhp kpgqng 
qpeppuiGkp qpkpl sywh, quik dkf skof mbums: 
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hymns included come later in the church year than Easter Day, so the items 
in this volume cannot be considered to constitute a subset of a hymnal that 
had reached the Easter Day Cantemus and stopped there. The handwriting 
invites comparisons with that of a manuscript page of two odes composed 
by Limōnčean, reproduced in Hisarlean’s history volume (who claimed 
it to be in Limdnéean’s own hand)*!. Nonetheless, this manuscript is a 
fascinating source; for a full study the reader is referred to Utidjian, H., 
“The oldest extant manuscript hymnal in LimGnéean notation” (forth- 
coming). It is almost certain that the hymn transcriptions, irrespective of 
the hand in which they were made, are of vintage considerably older than 
those found in Tntesean’s hymnal; but they cover a mere fraction of the 
Armenian Hymnal. 


2. The second version potentially predating Tntesean’s is that by 
Aristakés Yovhannisean — who claimed that all hymns were to be sang as 
poems possessing regular metre, and which was rejected by the Patriarchal 
Musical Committee. It is not known what became of it, or indeed if it was 
ever complete or whether merely specimens were prepared. The latter is 
particularly likely — Hisarlean, himself a former pupil of Yovhannisean’s, 
mentions that his master had annotated a hymnal (thus, probably, a printed, 
neumatically-notated volume) with various dots and signs to indicate metri- 
cal durations, and it is apparently this version that was brought to a session 
of the Committee.*? It has now been established that the Religious Assembly 
sent on some specimens notated by Yovhannisean in Limōnčean notation 
to the Ejmiacin Catholicos, and a copy of the Catholicos’ reply rejecting 
these has now been located.** Equally, Hisarlean refers to particular hymns 
which were also notated in Limōnčean notation, and which Yovhannisean 
taught his students and of which he directed performances in a liturgical 
environment, to great effect.*4 


31 See Hisarlean, A., op. cit., p. 59 for the claim and p. 60 for the manuscript reproduction. 

2 See Hisarlean, op. cit., p. 74-75: + uj} quqanpwphh puj w ‘yGyunp huunun huningnut 
qnywgnigws kp' np |kuwyparppriGkpm| uuhimfiwnpuð kp Cupola fitkpm qpkpk kpkf soppa 
dmup, kppkdli jenny Ey my] ke úkpp kplwpk]a, npyku qh hupkhiuj Upoppiulmpkunip ninwftuinp 
sunpkpm kpmdty mipnyy uyunnlEph up F2L np unfkpp, pkk ulinfigil; niwlif pono muppkp Epa 
ppmplk: .. -|k ippwyku npnentkgur bpudcmuljuli Sulafudnyn| up mqilky, fifmpkwhi mnfiky me 
huntwp Uphunuljku Gin[innGtitubmfip [sic] mnwhunp sunpkpme kpmdmsd wj} Tupuljuhip: 

3 See Utidjian, H., “Some recently discovered documents appertaining to the the 
Armenian Patriarchate’s National Religious Assembly in Constantinople and the Tntesean 
Hymnal” (forthcoming). There are thus grounds for hoping that the rejected specimens 
may have been preserved in Armenia. 

34 See Hisarlean, op. cit., P. 80-81: bı wppupk. bpak úkq mum finns CTupulmiikpot 
dko updulih Ẹ jpoumml Ey U. Bulppwy ophfinpprfip « Suypny kı Unpp Zwypuu kin» [> npnli 
Sa b mnhikphi wj dkh sunhih py duy fimgp buy ' Epqby [ounup uks uuilpnys quppkpmppitkpm|f 

Heer finya opmuntt uipnys Cupulmibkpp, eee dy fmgpkwy mkinpm kp h àknhh lkpgk hot 
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One way or the other, we cannot be certain to what extent, if at all, such 
fragments predated the transcriptions that Tntesean himself presented to 
the Patriarchal Music Committee in the 1870s — although the fact that 
Yovhannisean belonged to an older generation than Tntesean and was 
a pupil of Limonéean himself does strongly suggest the possibility that 
his versions may have been older. However, we have to bear in mind the 
strong possibility that Yovhanissean’s versions would have been highly 
redacted and manipulated to suit his rather radical ideas as regards metre 
(no matter how right these ideas might have been). Be that as it may, 
the age of Yovhannisean’s versions apart, there is no tangible evidence 
to suggest that he transcribed the entire hymnal into Limonéean’s nota- 
tion (as opposed to a system of dots added over the words in a printed, 
neumatically-notated hymnal). This does not, of course, reduce the value 
of any fragments in Limōnčean notation of his version that may emerge 
in the future; this may indeed be our only hope of gaining an understanding 
of what exactly Yovhannisean believed in claiming that all hymns were 
intended to be sung to a regular metrical structure. 


3. The third version is known to have been transcribed by the musi- 
cian Hambarjum C‘éré‘ean (as already seen) as sung by Karapet Paltatlean 
(alternatively known by the surname of Derjakean). It was rejected by 
the Patriarchal Musical Committee and Tntesean (and, decades later, by 
Archimandrite Komitas) as it was deemed to display a tendency to “cor- 
rect” the Armenian melodies “on the basis of Turkish” melodies. As this 
version of the hymnal was sponsored by the Amira Karapet Palean, who 
died in 1866, it is reasonable to assume that it was compiled earlier. How- 
ever, given that in the Tntesean Hymnal preface Lewon Tntesean explains 
that his father’s version was adopted by the Patriarchal Musical Committee 
as it was the only complete hymnal to have been submitted, it would appear 
that this third version too was incomplete. Caution is nonetheless needed 
here, given that there does exist a considerably later hymnal associated with 
C‘éré‘ean, from a later period in his life, when he taught church music 
at the Constantinople Patriarchate’s Arma’ seminary. A copy of this ver- 
sion, dated 1885 and written out by C‘éré‘ean’s pupil and successor at 
Armas, Yakobos Ayvazean, has been preserved (with fairly small portions 
lost), but there is no evidence to suggest that it is the same version as that 


transcribed decades earlier by C‘éré‘ean.45 By way of a postscript, the 


30 mymyng dwyfmlgnipkudp h wks qnhnifwlmpkwh dnyny pykwh, np hn puqinpkudp 
|mqup nif fiypky' Wy} mofiht juny CupmlmfGkpo ppmpdk qkpuqulig byl Gkpp: 

35 Pace Asttik MuSelean — see UNhTb ABUL, Unf, i QEpytwlih dy fmgpmds 
« Tupul fingp» kı Upduch yypkyuhfh kpudcmuljuh wwhiynjphkpp [The Hymnal notated by 
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present author is pleased to add that parts of the Arma hymnal appear to 
have survived in a slightly later and much more legible copy, made by the 
Armas monk, Archimandrite Gnél Galémk‘earean in 1897 (whose name may 
be seen on the title page — see Fig. 3). The author was able to inspect and 
photograph Vol. B*°, which included Patrum hymns for the Holy Resur- 
rection, as well as certain items from the Breviary (belonging to the genre 
known as T‘agawor yawitean). Comparison of the same items indicates that 
they are not identical in some minor details but are otherwise very simi- 
lar indeed. It may be hoped that, should further volumes of Archimandrite 
Gnél’s copy emerge, not only might we be able to complete the C‘éré‘ean 
hymnal (including fragments that are illegible or lost in the margin in the 
photocopies now available), but that a substantial portion of his versions 
of Breviary chants may also be pieced together from this source. 








Fig. 3. 
Title page of Vol. B of Archimandrite Gnél Galémk‘earean’s hymnal manuscript (1897). 


H. C‘ér&‘ean and the musical traditions of the Arma seminary]”, in: Uulipowund, Lngkinp 
kpudyinnifð kuh uunnûni fð kuh, mbuni fð kuh bL qkqughinn fè kut Lupybkp, Uh uqui 
bpudyinugjuinul juh mupkyhpp, Żunnnjp U, Yerevan, 2002, p. 219-233). Elucidation of this 
matter requires careful examination of archival material, with a view to tracing the history 
of the extant C‘éré‘ean version or versions. I am grateful to Dr. Aram Kerovpyan for kindly 
making available to me his copy of this hymnal, as also for drawing my attention to the 
Mušełean paper; and am grateful to Mrs. MuSetean for kindly presenting me with a copy 
of her book: UNPCUSEULL, Qupryp and VNTC CUL, Vungph, Uphuzh gayle pp [The 
Armas Seminary], Yerevan, 1998. 

36 The author is profoundly grateful to the Rev. Archpriest Krikor Damadyan for his kind- 
ness in drawing the existence of this volume from his private collection to the author’s attention, 
and for generously permitting him to photograph it in its entirety during his visit in July 2015. 
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There are good reasons for referring to C‘éré‘ean’s “Armas-era” hym- 
nal on numerous occasions, not least for for comparisons with Tntesean’s 
hymnal, and the Ayvazean 1885 copy is convenient for this purpose. 
However, if we accept that C‘éré‘ean’s earlier version was rejected and 
differs from that of the Armas era, we have to conclude that the earlier 
version is likely to have been lost; and the Armas version is unlikely to 


be older than the Tntesean hymnal, given that C‘éré‘ean started teaching 
at Arma’ seminary in the year 1884.37 


Let us now recall the chronology of the Tntesean hymnal itself. We 
know that it was compiled in the years 1869-1871, and then examined 
and modified by the Patriarchal Musical Committee during its forty-eight 
sessions 22 April 1873 — 25 April 1875. Thus, provided that Tntesean’s 
hymnal was faithfully printed in the posthumous 1934 publication, in the 
light of the considerations above, it may well be the oldest complete (or 
nearly complete) version to have survived (despite having been published 
very much later than the T‘aščean hymnal, which appears to have been 
transcribed at about the same time that Tntesean’s version was being exam- 
ined by the Musical Committee). 


Some further manuscript hymnals transcribed in the LimOnéean sys- 
tem have indeed reached us, and though they are somewhat later than 
the Tntesean hymnal, they are worthy of mention. The following two 
were encountered in our research, and are deserving of fuller future 
investigation: 


1. The hymnal of Archimandrite Grigor Gusan (a rough contemporary 
of Archimandrite Komitas, of whom he was a distant relative), undated 
but apparently written out during the turn of the century. From inscrip- 
tions on the guard-leaf behind the front cover (visible in the photo- 
graph reproduced Fig. 4), we learn that subsequent to Gusan Srbazan’s 
passing (the title Srbazan indicating the rank of bishop or archbishop), 
his brother, Dr. Step‘an Zevér presented the volume to Fr. Gafnik 
Gam¢‘ean, who in turn presented it as a gift to Fr. Krikor Damadyan 
on 1 January 1988 on the occasion of the latter’s ordination to the priest- 
hood. The author is profoundly indebted to Fr. Krikor for permitting 
access to the manuscript from his private collection. 


37 See Muselean, op. cit., p. 159. 


THE TNTESEAN HYMNAL IN CONTEXT 371 


v 





Fig. 4. 
The manuscript hymnal of Archimandrite Grigor Gusan. 


2. The hymnal of Grigor Méht‘érean*® (1866-1937, former choirmaster of 
the Patriarchal Church in Constantinople), copied out in Alexandria in 
Egypt in 1927 for his pupil, Nichan Serkoyan (1889-1982), who in turn 
had a long and distinguished career (much of it in Paris) that included 
some early and highly interesting recordings. 


In addition, we are aware of the existence of two further complete 
hymnal manuscripts in Limōnčean notation, which we were unfortunately 
unable to inspect. 


1. On p. 16 of the preface to his volume of odes published in Antelias in 
1990,*? the author’s own teacher, Archbishop Zareh Aznaworean of 
blessed memory (1947-2004) referred to a “huge” handwritten hymnal 
volume in Limōnčean notation by the deputy choirmaster of the Con- 
stantinople Patriarchal church, Yarut‘iwn SiSmanean dating from the 
year 1916. It also includes items from the Breviary as well as odes, five 
of which the archbishop used for his compilation, and which the present 


38 The author is once again profoundly grateful to the Rev. Archpriest Krikor Damadyan 
for his kindness in making this volume available to him. 

I UCELEEAULL, SULEP EP PULLI [Metedis, Odes and Ganj Litanies], wep. 
Qupth byu. Uqhiwnpkuh, Antelias, 1990. 
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author has not encountered in any other source — a fact which strongly 
suggests that Šišmanean at the time had access to sources no longer avail- 
able to us now. The late archbishop mentioned that the volume was kept 
in the manuscript volumes section of the Library of the Catholicosate of 
the Great House of Cilicia.“ Alas, our numerous attempts notwithstand- 
ing, it has been impossible to find any trace of the volume, and it would 
sadly appear that the volume may since have been somehow mislaid. 

2. On May 2015, the author saw an online posting on facebook by the old 
Armenian booksellers in Paris, Libraire Orientale H. Samuelian, which 
included a photograph of a manuscript hymnal in Limōnčean notation, 
opened so as to expose pages 64 and 65 of the manuscript. The author 
was able to identify the hymn in question and to compare the melody 
with its counterparts from all the other major hymnals known to him; 
the melody was found to be closely related to the main Constantinopo- 
litan versions, but was not identical to any of them. Our best efforts 
notwithstanding, we have been unable to inspect the volume so far. 
Whilst it is dangerous to guess from a single photograph, the handwrit- 
ing and general appearance would seem to suggest that it might well 
come from the very beginning of the twentieth century. 


Finally, in his research the author has also had occasion to inspect a 
number of valuable manuscript volumes in LimOnéean notation, contain- 
ing mixed selections of various hymns, odes and items from the Breviary. 
They do not include more than a fraction of the items belonging to the 
Canonical hymnal. Typically, they contain copies of the more melis- 
matic hymns — which evidently could not be readily performed using semi- 
improvisational procedures combining recollections of standard melody 
types belonging to particular modes, with some guidance from the neumat- 
ically-notated hymnal as to the relative durations of syllables of verbal text. 
One of the most interesting in this category are the three manuscript vol- 
umes of the author’s teacher, the late Vahan Bedelian (Pétélean, 1894-1990), 
dating from 1910, 1914 and 1915; a photograph from the first of these may 
be found herewith as Fig. 5. They consist of hymns, odes and Breviary items 
copied from various written sources or from the singing of older church 
musicians as the need and opportunity arose, in Adana, Aleppo and Cyprus. 


40 Zhoq [np ftp (Uun, phi 10, 25, 26, 41 ki 46 wnfiniwds EG Qnjuny dmyp Ein kguny’ Panl- 
Pupnıh thn fury py Lan Bupmphrl CThetwfkmlh Ink hull duy fimgpm_pkunip dbnugpkwy 
huljwy CTupulj fing hunnpk hi, np lip uuhniıh Yupnyþhhnuupukhu Vumnkhwgupulih àknuqhp 
ukinpkpm pudhihli dko: (p. 16). On the same page, the Archbishop continues, in footnote 37: 
Żunnnpp lp lipk 1916 pmuulwfp, ka pugh cup GGkpk ulbqpp mbh fukt dudwghpth Epgkpp, 
pul Epournpmpkuh mhh phub U. Mumupuqh Epgkgnymphfip kv mu Ep nL dkykyhokp: 
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Fig. 5. 
One of the manuscript hymnal compilations by Vahan Bedelian (Pétélean), 
commencing in Tarsus in 1910. 


The value of these volumes is enhanced by the fact that one occasionally 
encounters items not available elsewhere, or several variants of the same 
item with some information provided as to their respective provenance.*! 


2.2.2 Why Tntesean’s hymnal? 


A combination of four major reasons motivated our choice of Tntesean’s 
hymnal as the subject of investigation. They are (1) the inherent qualities 
of the hymnal, (2) our awareness of the benefits of juxtaposing Tntesean’s 
hymnal with his writings and treating his entire legacy as a coherent cor- 
pus, (3) Tntesean’s merits as a musicologist, and (4) the fact that — in our 
view, quite undeservedly — his hymnal and his writings have either been 
ignored altogether or dealt with wholly inadequately in the literature so far. 
We expand on each of these considerations in turn: 


41 I am indebted to Vahan Bedelian’s grandson, Mr. Vahan Aynedjian for his kindness 
in making the 1910 and 1915 volumes available to me and for permission for them to be 
photographed; and to Bedelian’s nephew, the distinguished violinist Levon Chilingirian, 
for kindly making available a complete photocopy of the 1914 manuscript volume. 
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(1) Tntesean’s hymnal does record more than its fair share of particularly 
beautiful melodic variants associated with the Armenian Hymnal, including 
examples that are highly affecting in their stark simplicity. In addition to 
capturing much of what went on in churches in Constantinople in the mid- 
to late-nineteenth century, it embodies the benefits of Tntesean’s travels, 
both in Armenia proper and to Jerusalem, and of his consequent exposure 
to variants other than those associated with the dominant, Constantinople 
tradition (though we cannot readily judge the extent to which Tntesean may 
have opted for variants from these locations’’). It is clear from his own 
statements that he did have access to a substantial array of variants from 
which to choose, and we do know that Tntesean presented alternative 
versions to the Patriarchal Musical Committee.** Thus, although we may 
regret that only rarely does the eventual 1934 publication give alternative 
variants*+, we may nonetheless appreciate that, in a sense, it constitutes 
the distillation of a far more voluminous wealth of material and the cul- 
mination of years of fieldwork. Finally, the Tntesean hymnal is venerable 
due to its sheer antiquity, given that, as we saw, it appears to be the oldest 
substantial version to have reached us. 

(2) Its undoubted merits nothwithstanding, the Tntesean hymnal is a 
particularly appropriate starting point for another overwhelmingly impor- 
tant reason: it is the only one of the hymnal versions that may be com- 
plemented by substantial writings seeking to elucidate both the historical 


42 Tn this connection, only a partial indication may be gained by comparing Tntesean’s 
hymnal item-for-item with those of T‘aSéean and C‘éré‘ean, and counting the rather occa- 
sional specific instances where Tntesean’s versions are radically different from theirs. 

43 See, for example, Nkaragir ergoc’, p. 108: ... kı wju ypnrpkuh jkpuj úkp àuj fimgpms 
uipnys cup mfp yuGafudnyni|nyl mcuwnpnipkulip juliàlikghhf, npnihi úk hep dufopmpht 
ficmfiwlnimds Epo Epqkpor ky qufinmds mj] kı mJ] àkıkpp npywh np ļpguð EhGt huumf ky: 

4 Examples are the t9 Magnificat, Mayr lusoy Mariam, p. 569, where an alternative 
is provided to the opening and ending of the first stanza; the F4 hymn / galastean, p. 707, 
where, interestingly, an alternative is provided to the first half of the first stanza and 
labelled «pum finpng» (“according to the new [generation of singers]”), as opposed to the 
traditional version, labelled « pun hiing» (“according to the old”); the 49/%Q darjuack‘ 
De caelis hymn Kananc‘n kanxelov (p. 368-369), where two alternative endings to the first 
stanza are provided (over the word merZeal), separated by the word kam (“ossia”) — the 
first associated with the main mode, the second leaning towards the darjuack‘ version of 
the mode; one patker (grouping of usually three stanzas, forming a self-contained unit), 
starting on the words Tér azlur k‘o laway, p. 473-474) from the 4Q Awag Orhnut‘iwn 
(Principal Cantemus), first given in the main version of the mode and then repeated in its 
darjuack* variant under the heading Cpqu wyu Engh ki npyku kp fmfoun. qap ophfml. ; and 
the F4 midday hymn Orhnut‘iwn i barjuns (p. 340-341), where two versions are given, 
respectively labelled «pmf Eymwfml» (“fundamental melody”) and «Ujdikmi byw fim» 
(“current melody”). It is interesting to note that Tntesean here differs from T‘aščean, who 
generally provides alternatives only when these vary in degree of melismaticity. 
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circumstances underlying its constitution* and (above all) providing expli- 
cations as to the manner in which the melodies were fitted and redacted. 
Certainly more may be established about the procedures of the original 
editor of this hymnal than of any other; Tntesean was alone in supplying 
a detailed and honest account of the principles in accordance with which 
his melodies were transcribed or otherwise realised and recorded.*° Indeed, 
in addition to Tntesean’s accounts directly pertaining to the hymnal, we 
have access to substantial musicological writings covering a period of 
years that expose Tntesean’s musicological thinking. In Tntesean’s case 
alone, we have the luxury of establishing comparisons between identical 
or comparable items transcribed at different stages and in different nota- 
tional systems by Tntesean. The writings and the hymnal transcriptions 
together constitute a marvellous and (in the context of Armenian musi- 
cology) unique resource that enhance each other from the musicological 
point of view. Thus, on the one hand, our understanding of the notation of 
the hymnal and aspects of performing practice concerning the hymnal is 
significantly enhanced through recourse to the writings. And, conversely, 
the writings are rendered all the more vivid and lucid when exemplified 
and demonstrated by the contents of the hymnal. By inspecting the hymnal 
transcriptions/redactions in this light, we have (perhaps rather surprisingly) 
even encountered instances contradicting Tntesean’s own avowed prin- 
ciples and procedures as articulated in the writings. Such instances are in 
fact especially instructive, allowing us to read “between the lines” and 
glean information — for example, on implicit aesthetic considerations 
that it did not occur to Tntesean to mention explicitly, as they appeared 
obvious and may thus have been taken for granted in nineteenth-century 
Constantinople. 

(3) Tntesean’s writings are enormously fascinating in their own right, 
and would be so even if his hymnal had not survived or did not exist. 
The merits of Tntesean as a musicologist and neumatologist have not 


45 And this was very much the case even before the added bonus, so to speak, of the 
more recent emergence of the minutes of the Patriarchal Musical Committee as well as 
those of the Religious Assembly. 

46 Now there are grounds for suspecting that the other main Constantinople-based 
hymnals were constructed by their respective editors using essentially the same, or similar, 
techniques and procedures, albeit without any open acknowledgement of the fact. If this 
is so, it would follow that pure oral transmission and memory may have played a more 
limited role than hitherto assumed, and thus the melodies that have reached us ought not 
to be considered sacrosanct for the purposes of neumatological research (as they have 
been in the past). This by no means straightforward issue deserves to be addressed in 
future research. 
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been properly recognised. Indeed, in our estimation his work on the 
Armenian neumes had still not been superseded or even fully understood 
by more recent musicology. In this area, much dubious material has been 
published since his time, and a return to his own work is, in our view, a 
highly profitable procedure. Tntesean’s musicological writings were unu- 
sually intelligent, rational, critical, and devoid of nationalism and fanati- 
cism. Some of the avenues hinted at in his writings could pose consider- 
able challenges for future workers in the field. In short, taking a fresh and 
critical look at the entire corpus is a rewarding procedure — one that might 
indeed serve to shed some light as to how the melodies of the Armenian 
Hymnal in general had been put together, and to do so in a unique manner. 
In our view this promise has been more than fulfilled. In every aspect of 
his musicological endeavour in the realm of Armenian sacred music, we 
have found Tntesean to have proven a valuable and inspiring guide, and 
expect this to remain the case for our research in future years. 

(4) The Tntesean hymnal has not been properly studied before. Indeed, 
it has been either ignored altogether (as has been the case with Soviet Arme- 
nian musicologists), or dealt with in a very limited way (by Western Arme- 
nian musicologists). Indeed, the literature that deals with Tntesean’s hymnal 
is disappointingly inextensive — even more so than that dealing with his 
writings, as we shall see below; and, alas, much of what little exists is 
perhaps of rather more modest quality than one might have wished. 

What are the reasons for this? First, it has to be remembered that, unlike 
the T‘aS¢ean hymnal, the Tntesean hymnal, which had to wait for sixty 
years for publication, was not accessible either to church musicians, musi- 
cologists (such as Archimandrite Komitas“ — the leading Armenian musi- 
cologist of the turn of the century) or to the public. Komitas was very 


41 Komitas himself stated as much in his article “Zmyng Eh by tgulmt Epwdemm philip 
Afè. supnul [Armenian church music in the 19" century]” he published in VatarSapat in the 
periodical Ararat, 5 (1897), p. 221-225 — see the two-volume collection of his writings: 
Gasparean, G. and Muselean, M. (Ed.), un UhSUU LZUP FUMES = Nundu hpn fð hibik 
kı joņmudhkp [Archimandrite Komitas — Studies and articles], Vol. 1, Yerevan, 2005, 
where he made it clear that he did not know what had happened to the Tntesean/Patriarchal 
Committee hymnal — thus exemplifying the manner in which the preservation of the hymnal 
in manuscript form in private hands for over half a century may have contributed to the fact 
that its fate was generally unknown over that period: -llftmgudstkpp àwj Gikph UkSuduulinpkuulp 
finnt ka fifimpkwh uniky bypu Sfinkukwop dmyfimgpuds cupwuljuhip kı hngkunp Epqkph, 
hpp- wnuk] jeplupunp qnps, bu myuqpnipkuli hnqup furckym Upongikp npnliky : Utq yuynfih 
sk, pk upykof ymbdfimdnym|p Epomgpkg hop ypmupin if ke wju cupwljulih Ghumndudp, pk 
ny, huni pk peas knu ki nph° dom dliug wy} qnpop... (p. 89). I am indebted to the first editor, 
Mr. Gurgén Gasparean, for generously presenting the author with this out-of-print volume as 
a gift. 
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influential, especially after the end of his creative life — by which time he 
had become an iconic figure; and as he had never been able to use the 
Tntesean hymnal himself, those wishing to follow his footsteps could not 
find any direct inspiration in his legacy to do so. Given that the hymnal 
was published in Constantinople in 1934 — well after Sovietisation, it is 
likely that there were genuine difficulties in procuring the hymnal, and 
there are very few exemplars to be found in post-Soviet Armenia today. 
There seemed also to be a sense whereby the T‘aščean hymnal had “ super- 
seded” all others, having received the imprimatur of Catholical approval 
(by Géorg IV in the nineteenth century). Regrettably, the musicologists of 
the period were more intent upon using (especially, but not exclusively, in 
connection with their neumatological endeavours) a single version, rather 
than attempting to collate various versions; and that version was somehow 
always the T‘aSéean hymnal. Finally, by reason of the Catholical approval 
and the fact of its publication in VatarSapat, the T‘aS¢ean hymnal came to 
be considered by Soviet-era musicology (quite incorrectly) as being the 
“Ejmiacin” hymnal, even though there is much evidence (both historical 
and musical) to suggest that its contents are in essence largely based on 
Constantinopolitan tradition. Even so, for one reason or another, it was 
considered less Turkish-influenced than any explicitly Constantinopolitan 
version. And the association with Ejmiacin became even more important 
during the three decades or so of the mid-twentieth century, when the 
Catholicosate of Ejmiacin was highly embattled**, and it may have become 
very important for Soviet Armenian intellectuals to demonstrate “loyalty 
towards the Mother See” by all means possible. In those circumstances 
what was perceived to be “the Ejmiacin tradition” was deemed to be “the 
most fundamental”.*? One way or the other, the stranglehold which the 


48 The Ejmiacin Catholicos (Catholicos Vazgén of blessed memory) had unsuccessfully 
attempted to prevent the election of a new Catholicos to the throne of the Great House of 
Cilicia in Antelias (which took place on 20 February, 1959), and the new incumbent (Catho- 
licos Zareh of blessed memory) had acceded to requests by various Armenian communities 
(including some in the United States) to transfer from the jurisdiction of the Ejmiacin See 
to that of the Cilician See. To this day, communities remain divided, although relations 
between the two Catholical Sees have somewhat thawed over the last twenty-five years or 
so. The best two accounts of these events, with analyses of the causes and effects, are the 
monumental history by Biwzand Eliayean in Armenian (b‘LPUSbUL, F., duduh fg 
ajuda fð fic Ņufðnghhnun fð kuk 2uyng Y hihhhny 1914-1972 [Contemporary history of the 
Armenian Catholicosate of Cilicia 1914-1972], Antelias, 1975) and the no less penetrating 
treatment by Dickran Kouymjian in English (Kouymjian, D. K., The recent crisis in the Arme- 
nian Church, Lebanon, 1961 (Masters dissertation at the American University of Beirut). 

4 See, for instance, T‘ahmizean’s booklet (U.ZUPQCULL, U., bpudynnifðþhihp Lhi ki 
OfpSIiuquplut 2ujuumutincd [Music in ancient and mediaeval Armenia], Yerevan, 1982: 


378 H. UTIDJIAN 


T‘aSéean hymnal appears to have maintained over Soviet-era musicolo- 
gists may have been responsible for the dearth of knowledge amongst 
them and their disciples with regard to any other sources of Armenian 
ecclesiastical musical tradition. This may have led to a vicious circle, 
reducing the Tntesean hymnal — as well as other noteworthy variants — 
to near oblivion. 

And, as we have argued above, there are many reasons why Tntesean 
and his hymnal deserve better. 


2.2.3 Literature on the Tntesean hymnal 


The following list is not exhaustive, but we believe it to be representative 
of the literature, such as it is. We first consider Eastern Armenian sources. 


V. Samuélean, in his 1948 survey paper” gave a brief but conscientious 
account, where Tntesean’s neumatological work had been given fair men- 
tion; but his hymnal was not mentioned at all. Perhaps it was not known 
to the author. 


At‘ayean’s 1959 monograph?! is the work that deals with Tntesean’s 
musicological writings most extensively, though it eschews any mention 
of his hymnal. On p. 116-124 A‘tayean purports to outline Tntesean’s 
endeavours in neumatology, but does so in a very cursory, superficial as 
well as high-handed manner, verging on the supercilious — pontificating 
that ““Tntesean does not pursue his investigations in depth and has left a 
number of his conclusions incomplete and unproven” — a judgement 
that many readers may well deem to be more apt as a pithy assessment of 
At‘ayean’s own monograph instead. Incidentally, it is interesting to notice 
that, later in his book, At‘ayean regurgitates part of Tntesean’s work on 
the durational values associated with syllables bearing particular neumes, 


18-19py qyupkpnd ukbGf nifkgmlt hwy hnqkinp Epmdcumpkwh muppkp Epqnumdt Gkpp' nie 
Upofwummph popmgfnul Ywqiuinpnimsd hhag ks fpuykp, bodbmsth (np hpi Gulp it Di; 
Ņ4. Mnyup, Uap Qniquwyh (ynynimds fuk Zfnhwhwyng), Gpmumykih nL Y bGkinpp: (p. 49). 

50 UUUNPELGUL, tiz “Zuyhmyul þpuqkph mund hiwuhpnph Gp kv fpu wpyh pool p 
[The current state of the study of the Armenian neumes]”, in: Shqg thug fp uyllur UUN- 
þinn fo fpritiipp Uhugkòhuh [Report of the Academy of Sciences of the Armenian Soviet 
Socialist Republic], 1948, p. 61-86. 

51 UMUSBUL, fh, ughjulu þruquyhh houmapne fè heip (mun dtwufpo fò kuk EL 
[kipòuin fð kuk upgkp) [The Armenian neumatic notation (issues of study and decipherment)], 
Yerevan, 1959; here we refer to the recent English translation by the Rev. Dr. Vrej Nerses 
Nersessian, for the convenience of readers unfamiliar with the Armenian language, was pub- 
lished by Curzon in 1999 with the title The Armenian neume system of notation. 


THE TNTESEAN HYMNAL IN CONTEXT 379 


somewhat sheepishly concluding that “it is clear that the results achieved 
agree with the conclusions arrived at by Tntesian [sic]”’! 


Mušełean (op. cit., 1998) does include a single, token juxtaposition 


of a brief stanza from a single hymn from C‘éré‘ean’s, Tntesean’s and 
T‘aSéean’s hymnals (p. 166-167). 


Sahnazarean, in his 2001 study of Komitas’ sketches and neumatologi- 
cal experiments” does include a short melody drawn from the Tntesean 
hymnal (p. 10), if only in an attempt to persuade the reader how Komitas’ 
“decipherment” results in a melody that is “more ancient in idiom, more 
mysterious, nobly glorious and restrained” than those in the Tntesean and 
T‘a8éean hymnals alike.5 


T‘ahmizean in his book on Armenian neumatology (consisting for the 
most part of articles already published in Soviet Armenia in earlier dec- 
ades and hastily cobbled together as a book)‘, does devote two sen- 
tences to Tntesean’s work on significative letters found below the verbal 
text in mediaeval hymnal codices (p. 110). Indeed, one would be forgiven 
for thinking that the Tntesean hymnal never reached Soviet Armenia — 
but we do find it briefly mentioned towards the end of T‘ahmizean’s 1973 
study* (which for its extensive music examples exclusively relies on 
the T‘aščean hymnal); there, T‘ahmizean postpones “its study and that 
of similar works to some other occasion”, without, however, deferring 
giving vent to his opinion that in it “the melodies of the Armenian church 
have been purposely simplified”°° — which may be more a reaction to 
Tntesean’s article in which he professed to eschewing decoration in an 
attempt to approach the “commmon root” of melodic variants, rather than 
the result of assiduous inspection of the melodies on T‘ahmizean’s part.>’ 


52 TUZLULQUS CULL, U. U., lugbkph Ņnåjinuu kuh fbpòuhini [kuh ju jinin fð hihip [The 
revelation of Komitas’ decipherment of the neumes], Yerevan, 2001. 

53 Ynifumuh myu Epsmfimpprfp, 19py yuphg pulimnp mim finns muppkpuhfikph hkw 
hudkiuiunws' mth hh Ẹ nfin, wik h þpnphpyurnp E Ehunfun ki qnruy: (p. 9). 

54 (PUZUPIBUAL, ‘Le 4., Upap þruqupubn fð fit [Modern neumatology], Pasadena, 
2003. 

55 (PUZUPOIBULL, T 4., Ghpuku Chnpku hh pq hubs EL kpud froin [Nersés the Gracious: 
composer and musician], Yerevan, 1973. 

56 UL WL ufiquilniwy pay ky m| unjh kı duh qnpdkph dwuftwinp fifimphip, wukhf 
dþhujh, np Slinkukuhih hmqims Cup Gngnul, opplml, hwy Ehkqtgqulmt Epqkpp Eq Gepp 
qh gupup ympqkgnimds Ef... (p. 91). 

5 Above all, the present author knows that one exemplar of the Tntesean hymnal 
may be found at the Armenian National Library in Yerevan, and another at the Yerevan 
Matenadaran, and is convinced that these are not recent acquisitions. 
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In his succinct 2011 essay on the Armenian octoechos, Levon Hakobian 
(op. cit., p. 284, footnote 2) acknowledges that Tntesean’s “concise essay 
still remains one of the most valuable attempts in this area” (referring to 
a chapter in Nkaragir ergoc‘); yet for his musical illustrations he turns to 
the T‘aščean hymnal. 


Of greater interest are the contributions made by Western Armenian 
musicologists, despite the fact that they had no support from the state or 
from any other large organisation, and only limited access to large-scale 
archival sources, often working under difficult conditions and with con- 
siderable personal sacrifice. 


A short review of the Tntesean hymnal appeared in the Armenian phil- 
ological journal of the Vienna Mekhitarist Congregation, Handés Amsoreay, 
in their July-December 1939 issue, but remained little-known (possibly due 
to wartime conditions).°* The reviewer was appreciative of the tireless 
endeavour underlying the work, and acknowledged the fact of its having 
been “corrected by a musical committee”.°? He pointed out that a com- 
parison between the melodies therein and those in other published versions 
served to indicate that many of Tntesean’s melodies, though maintaining 
the fundamental character of the chants, were simpler than those else- 
where; on the other hand, in some instances the volume had been enriched 
by the inclusion of alternative versions. The reviewer noticed that a 
number of the melodies seemed to have been notated on a “transposed 


58 UCUNbUL, Zwyp Unjuku, “Sfinkukwhi Gypu U.' Tupuljuh àwjhwqpku] (qpmpoumd 
ż. U. U.) [Tntesean Elia M., Notated Hymnal (reviewed by Fr. M. S.)]”, in: 2wigtu 
Uñuopkuj, July-December (7-12) 1939, p. 254-256. The German title (to be found on 
the index page) is: “Tntesean E. M.: Armenische Kirchengesiange in Neumen (bespochen 
von P. M. S.)”. The review is signed by initials alone, but there is no doubt that the 
reviewer was Fr. Movsés Srapean of the Congregation (born in Trapizon in 1886, died in 
Vienna on 23 April 1965); Srapean was no mean musician himself, and was well aware 
of the Constantinopolitan traditions, publishing inter alia a volume of harmonised chants 
of the Armenian Divine Liturgy employing “Constantinopolitan melodies”: UNhIP 
NUSULUFP EP EESNINREPPULLEPL (ANLUUYUL CLUGUYEP) [The chants of 
the Divine Liturgy (Constantinopolitan melodies)], 2mutkg kı ywchmhkg funwàwjhi jounb 
Poulph hudup Z. Unuku q. Upuykuh Ubpp. ffonk i [Compiled and harmonised for four- 
part mixed choir by Fr. Archimandrite Movsés Srapean of the Mekhitarist Congregation], 
Vienna, 1936. 

59 bpkf muphhikpn nf fim guf Et uhijunlig ucbummpkwhi mpyplt E b- i: Shinkukuhh wyu 

cupul fingp, uppuqpniuð kpudcomnuljuh yufiåfiudnyn]k úp kı nmundhwuhpnaghh hupþhipudkul bo 
inp hpmnmpwlnims hupprpudbwl po ump bp opypkt [kunfi bt. Sfinkukwhk: (p. 254). 
6 slp mkuhkhif np Eno ft Gp hhdGmlwo ponhwinip filwpughpp ywhk] nj hu finkpa' 
Sfinkukwfih hpwwwpwl pki Equi fm GkpkG cumbpp Ufiu kplan hpumupulnpkulig 
aa a mk h wud EG. huh um hay pas pas [onpokp pmhnfoul Gepm| finfumgus... 
p. ; 
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scale”®! (this may have been a reference to hymns of the U,Q mode, where 
Tntesean notated hymns around axes of a and c sharp, unlike Taščean’s 
versions, which were notated around g and b natural. He regretted that the 
incipits of each genre were lacking, and noted that it would have been 
desirable for them to have been included, as they had been in the VatarSapat 
hymnal.” His criticisms were otherwise minor, referring to a lack of 
consistency in the capitalisation of names, and to the omission of hyphens 
between the successive syllables of a given word; he also mentioned that 
it would also have been desirable for an alphabetical index of all items 
in the hymnal to have been included.®? Nonetheless, the review was over- 
whelmingly positive; the reviewer stressed that his criticisms in no way 
detracted from the essential value of the work, and he approved of the 
intention behind it, which he perceived as being the preservation of the 
Hymnal melodies. He concluded by acknowledging that Etia Tntesean’s 
achievement was worthy of the highest appreciation, and that his son 
Lewon in publishing it had rendered a great service to Armenian scholar- 
ship.“ We finally note that Srapean, though well familiar with the Con- 
stantinopolitan tradition, was himself steeped in a rather different tradition 
of Armenian sacred music, being a distinguished exponent of the Vienna 
Mekhitarist monastery; yet this did not prevent him from appreciating 
the value of Tntesean’s versions. In our view, the review is a credit to the 
reviewer and to the reviewed alike. 


The first reasonably extensive study where we find Tntesean men- 
tioned and cited is that by Xac‘ik Tétean, in Vol. 2 of his two-volume 
survey of Armenian church music, intended to be used as a textbook, and 
published by the prestigious San Lazzaro press.© There is no doubt that 


Deki Enum fm Gkpk a puny oi ph: úp mknunjnjunwð du fwuwlnniyp hudkiwin 
dwyfmgpnimsd: (p. 255). 

62 SfinkukmGh hpunnmpul philip pal npn hl quilig [Punk cpu lmfGkpne ujumumdffkpp 
nip duyfi- Eq fol Gp huntwamyhi, pkkr qu Ip PLE quintt qn ik huvufwpmp qnpspl 
ubbqre Gk), pas uku nihh Y uqupcowaunnh hpumnupulniphhp: (p. 255). 

Tun whihwlinli k q þpuqph qnpdwdnipprfip... ee yhrpughik]nt hudup quiig 
unfinemd kh punkpne yuGhepe pppoe Ubmgfiny qoph Gk app ki mnnqupupåh kipwdhublikpp: 
Puqåwj h kp fukt molikpnı puduhiduhi gui bt high unm fd bit nip dy fkpo mjpmpkomlwh 
gabl úp pay p cupulmitkpm: (p. 255). 

* Ukp qpunymphtkpp skh fiulalugfkp qnpdpa kulul wpduhihfp ku fi finyminwl p, np E 
cup mfih Epo ft Gp myuqpnipkudp whiwqupn qwhoyminiuip: Gypu U. Sfinkukwf bp 
wyu wcbunmubpmpkudp puny ku pupap qfwhuinw lth updulif qups Up uunnpwunuð k kt 
bp py ptt [bunt b. Sfiinkukwhi quyf hpunnw pul Ey uks dunmyjntphil Up dumnrgms E hwy 
yyporpkwhi: (p: 255-256). 

65 SESEULL, Ww. F., Lhfugp uy khkqkguluh kpudyinn fð kuh [Textbook of Armenian 
Church Music], hpp bphpapy, Venice, San Lazzaro 1958. 
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Tétean has indeed acquired some familiarity with the Tntesean hymnal, 
and is aware of some of Tntesean’s writings, which he read whilst pon- 
dering on the Armenian octoechos in the United States, “wandering on an 
empty stomach as an unemployed person” .© However, he appears gravely 
to have misunderstood some of the notational aspects in the hymnal. His 
own purpose is to introduce and exemplify the Armenian octoechos using 
a somewhat idiosyncratic (if not downright errant), modified version of 
his own of the Limonéean notational system. He presents some of the 
melodies of his youth, which he was taught by singers at the church 
of SS. Peter and Paul in Tomarza, associated with the musical traditions 
of the monks of the Tomarza monastery of the Holy Mother-of-God; 
these monks, in turn, were connected to the venerable traditions of the 
monastery of St. John the Baptist of Caesarea (see p. 7, 20 and 71), “who 
preserved elements of the traditions of old, of which Constantinopolitan 
church musicians appear to be wholly ignorant’”’®’! Indeed, from time to 
time the authenticity of his own version of elements of the octoechos is 
established by statements (see, for example, p. 91) invoking the authority 
of none other than the Holy Translators of the fifth century (traditionally 
believed to have been the first Armenian hymnographers). Even more 
impressively, through sheer force of romantic imagination, he proceeds to 
suggest that, in the mode UQ, “one is inevitably led to consider that the 
melodies and their scales are remnants of tunes that were sung in the distant 
past in Armenia’s pagan temples of old”®*! In his view, even Tntesean has 
faithfully recorded these melodies, but has unfortunately “erred” in notat- 
ing them around an axis of a (as we have seen) instead of adopting the more 
“natural” procedure of doing so in the scale of g®. By his own admission, 


66 UVdkphhwzh dko mfiqnps hp qkqkppd. wpm unuwinfuu myGfmb sh qpuqkghikpp dhunfu, 
npfwhi nip duh tnwlmlGkpp: /2my khkqkguljub kpudcnnipkuhi qpuljwon piu’ Ualkpplayp 
uku whigpyh ufwuyminp i uk, posh pokep nifif Upmyf Gypu U. Shinkukulih qpulubniphihip, 
kı Uphþunulku fuh. Zhuwpy buh Quuninphl Zuy Quy fmgpmipkwfip: (p. 7). 

67 Ykuuphny unlpp Qupuny tin yulith yukuhuhhkpn h fni whiwqupn uywhnikp E jpckmy, 
Epo hupgp' qap dunulig kG unugkp Prolupquyh U. Uonmwdmdpl mothe 
yu pymy tin Gkpp: Qnypuny EnqhsGkpp papnpny pe ufinknimh I kpkrwhi FQ kp fw foun hl 
filwintund p: (p. 71) 

68 Uy Eplne npnc Eqmfwl Gkpko unw ghft Ẹ Ug, qupq Enmbml po uu finn jp, np bp 
L=1 huh by tk ofkpny| Er wuhwinpwpup uuhliynjuhh dko ufunnp, Et wrk h fpemp whiphuhwh 
kpkf unpopkp lku úhynghkpn] wyGfml wh fpmfo ÉG np dupy luduj pk uly wyl 
Efpuypmpkwh hp uno fonphpywskym, pk myu bq ftwlyp ki lud EqmGml bo uw finnifop! 
Ne hEpwfnuowhmt yunkip UbhbwiGkpml ky Epqmms db ky bGkpa UfmgnpyGkp 

o + wie Gil úp gudsk hi, ug Equi hf pawl uu finn fop Ey ak oftpny... (p. 12). The 
reader may, of course, be justified in supposing that the choice of notation within the 
nineteenth-century Limonéean system may have been of lesser interest to pagan high 
priests of the fourth century! 
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however, he himself did not understand certain intricacies of nomencla- 
ture (p. 7) and is uncomprehending of some of the decisions made by 
Tntesean and T‘aščean alike. Writing in the United States, nursing nostal- 
gic memories of the singing in his village in historic Armenia, and being 
devoid of any means of testing his ideas by means of discussion with 
others, Tétean is fiercely loyal to what he was taught in his youth as a 
practising church singer, but is not a musicologist, and has, by his own 
admission, already felt obliged to discard many of his earlier attempts at 
musicological investigation into a burning stove. This does not, however, 
prevent him from expressing very strong views, particularly about the 
“spurious” nature of traditions differing from that which was imparted 
to him in his childhood in Tomarza. His view on Tntesean’s hymnal is 
thus ambivalent. Tntesean “subjected the hymns to corrections in a bid 
to remove distortions, without knowing for certain where these lay”; as a 
result, his melodies became rather “plain”. (It would seem that, as in the 
case of T‘ahmizean’s assessment, here too we encounter a possible case 
of Tntesean’s own writings regarding his avowed “search for a common 
root” having in themselves prejudiced his readers against his melodies.) 
Yet there is no lack of pieces in the Tntesean hymnal that have retained 
their “serious, meditative and heroic appearance”. The main deficiency of 
his hymnal, then, is that the incipits and final endings have been omitted 
(which indeed they are: these would have been known by heart in circles 
of knowledgeable church singers; and the very fact that Tétean bewails 
their absence is indicative of the fact of his having been torn away from 
such an environment himself). Tétean also disagrees with some of Tnte- 
sean’s choices as regards portions of certain Patrum hymns for which 
Tntesean chose to deploy melodies in the darjuack* (auxiliary or “modu- 
lant”) versions of the modes, on the basis of “their external appearance” 
(i.e. taking heed of changes in the neumations), thus making the melo- 
dies sound as “cracked casks” at the moments of transition’!! He is also 
entirely baffled by the uses of the tilde sign in U.4 hymn transcriptions 
by Tntesean and by T‘aSéean, and urges that the tilde over the Limonéean 


70 bypu SGunkukwit hump up uppugpmphiitkp |wunmpmd |3 bp àuj fimgpmd cup itp 
dko, eae: npnc q qhwnfwy m bp hupòkgku mpm Gkpp Enqmfml bo np wey qdph dko 
PLE: Uju àkıni] ufukpkuugmigws Ẹ kuhu Gkpp. kk palo skh lnnphkp wj, np [py 
Pohl EL yhiguqhwlu h Epa pm it ope yuhuð Ea. » Siinkukw ip dmyfmgpms cupu- 
hubkkpn h q unp pkpnipprlip mf k, np Lialtsil pach ulgqplwinpmppiip ki kp ow- 
mnpm ph Ghkpp ynıpu k àquð: (p. 11). 

1 4upq úp hupgkp þpkfg wpnwfhh Epkinypka unk] my" rpupdnimdt |mpduds ki my fy ku 
wy) dy fimgpmds k Upfyte japynpulp, pl Gnphiip: Supynpul ko ulubwy qupq Equift lp hp 
ru palik: Fuyg yupdmmdfkh dwyp Eqmfwl hf mfigus hEup lp hisk npuyku fupmd [mpuu: 
(footnote, p. 36). 
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sign for b natural be eliminated from both singing and writing; otherwise 
a “messy mix” is brought about”?! In any event, Tétean blithely refutes the 
existence of intervals smaller than a semitone in Armenian church music 
(p. 111-112). 


The distinguished Western Armenian musicologist Krikor Pidedjian, 
in his valuable and insightful monograph on the hymn Anjink‘ nuirealk‘,”* 
quotes various melodies associated with this hymn, including that to be 
found in the Tntesean hymnal (directly reproduced from the hymnal on 
p. 111 of the monograph), and provides a comparative treatment, as well 
as endeavouring to relate the melodies to the neumations found in the 
Portable Hymnal — though he is critical of Tntesean’s “unscientific” deci- 
sion to fit more or less the same melody to all thirty-six stanzas of the 
hymn, adopting the same opening formula”; but Pidedjian does not, unfor- 
tunately, delve further into Tntesean’s reasons, since this would distance 
him from the main subject of the monograph. 


Aram Kerovpyan’s thesis (op. cit., 2003) is the most major contribution 
in recent decades to the musicology of the Armenian Hymnal generally. 
In this very important and ground-breaking work he systematically com- 
pares, contrasts and enumerates several different variant melodies for the 
major types belonging to the tQ mode, as they are found in the T‘aSéean, 
Tntesean, C‘éré‘ean and Tayean hymnals (together with the much more 
recent version by the late Yovsép‘ G. Patalikean, written in 1977 in Con- 
stantinople). Kerovpyan also mentions the Tntesean hymnal in the preface 
to his annotated edition (1997) of BZSkean’s Erazstut‘iwn (on p. 46, where, 
no doubt due to a misprint, the year of its publication is given as 1935 
instead of 1934). In his work, his attitude towards Tntesean’s legacy is 
always highly professional; but the above studies are not principally con- 
cerned with Tntesean or his hymnal, and consequently Tntesean features 
only peripherally. 


To the best of our knowledge, the very first full-length study on the 
Tntesean hymnal was published in Prague, in two parts, and in the English 


72 Zinkuopmp ppktg qnpdudud « cupip» kı « bpp» fcwftkpp filwinh mnfiky m sk. uh Et 
mo duty fimunpfw fp pow qpkym ki Epgkym klf: Żuljunul uupuquzhh' foun fipfuymffinep pi 
lp unk dk: (p. 41) 

73 OPSkAbUt, Yphqnp, « Udi p tin fipluyp» yupuljuip [The hymn “anjink‘ nuirealk” ], 
New York, 2003. 

ue buf huumpulwg ulgqpimate Up hwummmms k kı phy wypms, np cupwljwfij pop 
unfkpp, hull} ppktg yu fh ep porwfwfiwlhwyh h muppkpnipkulig, jupumpghky mi] wy} 
huquyuphh Epqmp i: (p. 119- 120). 
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language, in the Czech annual Parrésia in 2012 and 2013.”> Two short biog- 
raphies of Tntesean were included in larger volumes — in Constantinople 
in 19117 and 19127 — and a third appeared in the Soviet Armenian 
Encyclopaedia in 198678. 


® Utidjian, H., “Tntesean and the Music of the Armenian Hymnal”, Part I, in: 
Parrésia V (2011), p. 47-175; and UTDJIAN, H., “Tntesean and the Music of the Armenian 
Hymnal”, Part II, in: Parrésia VI (2012), p. 79-129. The chronological numbering of the 
annual is slightly misleading, lagging as it does by one year. Thus, for instance Vol. V 
(labelled 2011) appeared in late 2012. It should, however, be noted that since the publi- 
cation of these early papers, we have come to add important revisions, accounting for our 
enhanced and in some ways modified understanding, in the light of new sources. A more 
succinct version appeared in Czech in Utidjian, H., “Arménské neumy a jejich využívání v 
hymnářích 19. století”, in: Muzikologické forum, II, 1-2 (2014), p. 189-202. A revised ver- 
sion followed, as “Systémy hudební notace arménského církevního zpěvu”, in Utidjian, H., 
The Art of the Armenian Book through the Ages: “They who imbibed from the effusions 
of the Spirit” , Mervart, 2016, p. 239-258. A corrected and revised version in the English 
language appeared as Utidjian, H., “A brief survey of systems of musical notation in Arme- 
nian sacred music”, in: Esche-Ramshorn C. (Ed.), Reflections on Armenia and the Christian 
Orient: Studies in honour of Vrej Nersessian, Ankyunacar Publishing, Yerevan, 2017, p. 261- 
284. 

Substantial lectures or conference presentations on Tntesean’s hymnal were also given 
by the author in Yerevan (Phuyp fuuquiqgpkuy duapuljling fr pltiulat þuôpugpn fð hh = 
Stuntubutip imbupuljubj jpop ft pupal) fig Pibahtibp [Towards a critical edition of the 
Armenian neumatically-notated hymnal: the fulfilment of Tntesean‘s vision and associated 
conundrums], 26 June 2012, at the conference “The Historical-Cultural Heritage of the 
Armenian Highland”, Academy of Sciences of the Republic of Armenia and Armenian 
Ministry of Culture, Yerevan), New York (Etia Tntesean and the Music of the Armenian 
Hymnal, 7 March 2013, at the Armenian Church of Holy Martyrs, New York, at the invita- 
tion of the Zohrab Center and the St. Nersess Seminary), London (Etia Tntesean and the 
music of the Armenian Hymnal, 3 Oct. 2013, at the invitation of the Armenian Centre in 
London), Oxford (The Armenian neumes and their chequered career in the nineteenth cen- 
tury, 7 Oct. 2013, at the invitation of Prof. Theo van Lint, as part of the Armenan Studies 
Seminar Series at the Oriental Institute of the University of Oxford), Prague (Arménské 
neumy a jejich využívání v hymnářích 19. Století [The Armenian neumes and their use in 
hymnals of the 19th century], 30 Nov. 2013, at the Czech Musicological Society confer- 
ence held at the Czech Museum of Music), in Haslev in Denmark (Armenian Liturgical 
Music — A History, 18 Sept. 2014 at the Church in Hanslev, Denmark, at the invitation 
of H. E. Armenian Ambassador to the Kingdom of Denmark, with musical demonstrations 
provided by the Hanslev Youth Choir conducted by the lecturer). 

7 See Yixatakaran [Memorial Book] edited by Vahan G. Zardarean, Vol. 2, Constan- 
tinople, 1911, p. 343-352. I am grateful to the Rev. Krikor Damadyan for pointing out this 
source. 

7 See (obNTPY (pseudonym for kngnpnu Tunpspitkmf), Shu nı Sun [Type and Letter], 
Constantinople, 1912, p. 104-105. This volume, already referred to in section 1 above, was 
a collection of essays in honour of those who made major contributions to Armenian typo- 
graphy, on the occasion of the four hudredth anniversary of the initiation of Armenian 
printing (in Amsterdam in 1512); this naturally included Tntesean, who was a professional 
printer and publisher. I am grateful to Dr. Aram Kerovpyan for drawing this important 
source to my attention. 

3 2U8YUYUL UNLESUYUL ŻULLUIPSULU [Armenian Soviet Encyclopae- 
dia], various editors, Yerevan, 1974-1987. The contribution is found in Vol. 12, published 


386 H. UTIDJIAN 


Thanks and Acknowledgements 


The author is indebted to Profs. Evzen Kindler, Abraham Terian, Chris- 
tian Troelsgard, Alexander Lingas, Dickran Kouymjian, Krikor Pidedjian, 
Abp. Prof. Levon Boghos Zekiyan, docent Petr Danék, Dr. Jan Bat’a, the 
Rev. Dr. George-Giragos Leylegian, Dr. Aram Kerovpyan, Dr. Martina 
Piémanova, Dr. Edouard Yeramian, Dr. Tru Huynh, Dr. Jacob Olley, 
Dr. Tigran Zargaryan, the Rev. Archpriest Krikor Damadyan, deacon Levon 
Altiparmakian, deacon Nisan Calgiciyan, Mr Stanisalv Poslusny, and the 
Mekhitarist Congregations in Venice and Vienna, the Armenian and Ecu- 
menical Patriarchates in Constantinople, the St. Nersess Seminary in New 
York and the Armenian National Library in Yerevan, for their generous 
and invaluable assistance in connection with the research documented in 
this article. 


in 1986, on p. 28, consists of one and a half columns and was written by Robert‘ At‘ayean, 
who here praises Tntesean for “his efforts in both his scientific research and practical 
activities, both of which were directed towards the assertion and preservation of the ori- 
ginality of (Armenian) national music” (S-p pk' qhnwhknuqomulhwh, pk' qnpdtulwh 
dbnfmphouifkpo munis kh mqq.- bpudcmnnipkuh pGffinipnyfinpkmw hi kı pGf funn fun pkmt 
huunmdwif n ymhywiimtp:). As the Armenian word for “the economy” is Tntesut‘iwn, 
the article on Tntesean enjoys the distinction of sharing the page with articles on “Diver- 
sification of economy” and “World capitalist system of economy”. 


